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The building owner is also required to provide standby power for the IBEC system with the
capability of providing not less than 12 hours at 100-percent system operation capacity.

CURRENT STATEWIDE FIRE PREVENTION CODE (SFPC) REQUIREMENTS
2018 SFPC provisions specific to IBEC systems are located in section 510:1?

e |IBEC equipment shall be maintained in accordance with USBC and the provisions of
section 510 of the SFPC.

e Ifitis determined by the locality that increased amplification of their emergency
communication system is needed, the building owner shall allow the locality access as
well as provide appropriate space within the building to install and maintain necessary
additional communication equipment by the locality. If the building owner denies the
locality access or appropriate space, or both, the building owner shall be responsible for
the installation and maintenance of these additional systems.

e After providing reasonable notice to the owner or the owner's representative, the fire
official, police chief, or their agents shall have the right during normal business hours, or
other mutually agreed upon time, to enter onto the property to conduct field tests to
verify that the required level of radio coverage is present at no cost to the owner.

12 SFPC Maintenance of In-Building Emergency Communication Equipment:
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/VFC2018P2/chapter-5-fire-service-features#VFC2018P2 Ch05 Sec510
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pertains to minimum signal strengths into the building, minimum signal strengths out
of the building, ongoing system performance, amplification systems and components
requirements, and signal booster requirements, among others. These technical
requirements are outlined in Section 510.4 and 510.5 of the 2021 International Fire
Code, but they are not outlined in the current building code.®

o The group was asked at their January 18" meeting if they would be in support of
DHCD staff drafting a proposal to incorporate references to Sections 510.4 and
510.5 of the 2021 International Fire Code to provide technical guidance on the
design and installation of IBEC systems. Representatives from Backhaul
Engineering, Virginia Department of Emergency Management, Virginia Municipal
League, the Virginia Building and Code Officials Association, the International
Association of Electrical Inspectors’ Virginia Chapter, the American Institute of
Architects’ Virginia Chapter, the Apartment & Office Building Association, the
Department of General Services, and the Virginia Fire Chiefs Association were all in
support. No stakeholders present at the meeting were opposed to this route.*®

e Costs

o The costs associated with the installation of IBEC systems were discussed at several
meetings.

o At the group’s December 29" meeting, the representative from the Department of
General Services stated that one building owner estimated their costs to be between
$0.50 and $0.75 per square foot, but did not follow-up with concrete data for the
group.?°

o The representative from the Apartment & Office Building Association provided the
group with IBEC systems costs from an engineer from Siemens based on five
different building designs. The costs for these systems ranged from $0.10 to $0.38
per square foot and were provided to the group at their February 24" meeting.?*
These figures represent those costs incurred by the building owner and they include
the design and installation of the wiring only and do not include the cost of additional
equipment.

o Other cost components considered by the group were with respect to annual testing
and recertification and maintenance and monitoring. The representative from the
Department of General Services stated that the system integrator he knows charged
between $1,000 and $5,000 for the annual testing and recertification of IBEC
systems for small to large systems. He also stated that most building owners
typically sign up for maintenance and monitoring of the system, which costs between
$1,000 and $2,000 per year.??

182021 IFC IBEC Technical Requirements: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IFC2021P1/chapter-5-fire-service-
features#IFC2021P1 Pt03 ChO5 Sec510.4

9 January 18™, 2022 Meeting Summary: see Appendix A

20 December 29%, 2021 Meeting Summary: see Appendix A

21 |BEC Costs — Steve Shapiro: see Appendix C, “Supporting Documentation”

22 January 18™, 2022 Meeting Summary: see Appendix A
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CODE CHANGE PROPOSAL DRAFTED BY THE VIRGINIA FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION
(VFCA)

The Virginia Fire Chiefs Association representative drafted a code change proposal and shared
it with the study group for deliberation.

The proposal intends to provide references to Sections 510.4 and 510.5 of the International Fire
Code (IFC) for the design, installation, and testing of IBEC systems.??

Section 510.4 of the IFC covers the technical requirements for the systems, components, and
equipment used in IBEC systems. These technical requirements outline the required listing of
the equipment (UL 2524), the minimum signal strength requirements both into and out of the
building, how the system shall be designed, the system’s standby power requirements, how the
system shall be monitored, and what design documents are required to be provided to the fire
code official.

Section 510.5 of the IFC covers the installation requirements for IBEC systems and provides
detailed provisions for the mounting of donor antennas, the system approval requirements prior
to installation of the system, the minimum qualifications of the personnel responsible for
installing the systems, the procedure for acceptance testing of the system, and to which federal
regulations the IBEC system is to comply.

Further, this code change proposal places the responsibility for the installation of the entire
IBEC system on the building owner. As such, the existing exception for buildings in localities
that do not provide additional communication equipment for the operation of the system has
been removed since the responsibility for the installation of the system is proposed to no longer
be split between the building owner and the locality. Lastly, the Operations and the Acceptance
Test provisions from the existing language were removed with the intent that the ongoing
operations and maintenance of the IBEC system would shift from the locality to the building
owner and the acceptance testing provisions would be covered in the reference to the
International Fire Code.

Organizations in Support Organizations in Opposition

Department of General Services International Association of Electrical
Inspectors, Virginia Chapter

Backhaul Engineering Apartment & Office Building
Association/Virginia Apartment Management
Association

Virginia Building and Code Officials Virginia Restaurant, Lodging & Travel

Association Association

Virginia Fire Prevention Association

Virginia Fire Chiefs Association

23 Section 510.4 and Section 510.5 of the 2021 International Fire Code
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Note: The Apartment & Office Building Association represents the Virginia Apartment
Management Association

The primary opposition to this proposal centered on the increased cost-burden to building
owners since the portion of the system that is currently required to be provided by the locality
would now be required to be provided by the building owner.

CODE CHANGE PROPOSALS DRAFTED BY DHCD STAFF

DHCD staff drafted two proposals to address IBEC systems. The first proposal incorporated a
reference to sections 510.4 and 510.5 of the International Fire Code and provided a clarification
that the acceptance testing procedure required by 510.5.4 of the International Fire Code should
be the responsibility of the locality, as addressed in Section 918.2 of the Virginia Construction
Code. This proposal also deleted section 2702.2.3 of the International Building Code, which
addresses standby power for IBEC systems. At their January 18" meeting, the group decided it
would be best to delete section 2702.2.3 of the International Building Code to reduce confusion
since these requirements would be covered by referencing the aforementioned International
Fire Code sections.

Organizations in Support

Organizations in Opposition

Apartment & Office Building
Association/Virginia Apartment Management
Association

International Association of Electrical
Inspectors, Virginia Chapter

Backhaul Engineering

Department of General Services

Virginia Restaurant, Lodging & Travel
Association

Virginia Building and Code Officials
Association

Virginia Fire Prevention Association

Virginia Fire Chiefs Association

The primary opposition to this proposal was that it does not make sense to maintain the split-
responsibility for the installation of the IBEC system between the building owner and the locality.
Further, opponents felt that it would be incongruent to support both the VFCA proposal and this
DHCD staff proposal given the competing requirements for whom is responsible for the
installation of the IBEC system.

The second proposal drafted by DHCD staff dealt with the limitations surrounding the building
owner being required to install “radiating cable, such as coaxial cable or equivalent.” Radiating
cable was commonly used in IBEC systems when the existing VCC requirements were added to
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the 2006 USBC, but a radiating cable system is not common today. The change proposed by
DHCD staff, based on conversations and deliberations in the study group, was to strike the
existing language quoted above and replace it with “cabling” to allow designers to opt for cabling
other than radiating cable. The intent is to provide the space for new cabling technologies that
would otherwise have been prevented by the existing limiting language.

Organizations in Support

Organizations in Opposition

Apartment & Office Building
Association/Virginia Apartment Management
Association

International Association of Electrical
Inspectors, Virginia Chapter

Virginia Department of Fire Programs

Department of General Services

Virginia Restaurant, Lodging & Travel
Association

Virginia Fire Prevention Association

Virginia Fire Chiefs Association

Virginia Building and Code Officials
Association

Opponents to this proposal did not provide reasoning for their opposition.
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION AND REFERENCE MATERIALS
Documentation discussed by the study group included the following:

e DHCD staff power point presentation

e House Bill 2529 — 2003 General Assembly

¢ House Joint Resolution 588 Feasibility Study

e BDA White Paper

e B916.1-18 — 2018 Code Cycle Proposal

e B916-18 — 2018 Code Cycle Proposal

e B918.1-18 — 2018 Code Cycle Proposal

e 47 CFR90.219

¢ How to Best Determine When a Building Needs an ERCES or Not
¢ National ERCES Adoption Information

e North Carolina Fire Code Section 510

e NFPA 1221 vs NFPA 1225

e SAFECOM Guidance on P25 Compliance

e UL2524 Power Point

e |BEC System Costs

e Code Change Proposal - submitted by Virginia Fire Chiefs Association
e Code Change Proposals - drafted by DHCD staff
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CONCLUSIONS AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Study group meetings yielded several fruitful discussions regarding ways in which the current
building code requirements for IBEC systems fall short and the current code requirements can
be improved by incorporating references to Sections 510.4 and 510.5 of the International Fire
Code and possibly delineating the responsibility of the system to one party instead of two. The
stakeholders did not reach consensus on these two items. However, this report documents the
key issues discussed and it includes supplementary documents provided by stakeholders.

Below is a summary of the key findings, based on the information provided and stakeholder
process.

e The current building code requirements for IBEC systems lack technical provisions for
how these systems should be designed, installed, operated, and maintained.

o Discussions indicated that the overwhelming majority of stakeholders support
providing references to the technical requirements of IBEC systems in Sections
510.4 and 510.5 of the International Fire Code.

o A majority of stakeholders support putting the responsibility for the entirety of the IBEC
system on the building owner.

e The costs incurred by building owners for the installation of the infrastructure cabling for
IBEC systems are not much different than in 2003 when the General Assembly began
looking into this issue, but the study group did not provide values for the potential
incurred costs by the building owner if the responsibility for the system is placed entirely
on the building owner.?*

Finally, the staff of DHCD wishes to thank the study group participants for the time and energy
they committed to this process. The stakeholders presented arguments based on their
backgrounds in fire services; fire and building codes; emergency management and prevention;
law enforcement; public administration, private engineering firms and more. This committed
group lent many hours of their time submitting documents, conducting conversations, and
reviewing their colleagues’ arguments and positions. They shared their knowledge and
experience in the form of anecdotes, documented case studies, and current practices. We
deeply appreciate their expertise and willingness to engage in the study group discussions.

24 February 24™, 2022 Meeting Summary: see Appendix A
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APPENDIX A: Agendas, Meeting Summaries, Participants
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Jeff: Does everyone support DHCD or someone in the group drafting a proposal taking section 918 in the VCC, and
incorporating references to IFC Sections 510.4 and 510.5 for the design and installation of IBEC systems? This
would also incorporate the references to NFPA 1221 and UL2524 requirements. He asked for the group to vote
with thumbs up or down. All group members voted thumbs up. Dana, Debbie, Dwayne, Jamie, Tread, Jonah,
Steve, Troy and Andrew agreed. DHCD will draft the proposal and anyone else who volunteers can help.
Steve: Is there a consensus to delete IBC standby power, since it’s covered by IFC?
Jeff: Asked the group to vote on that — deleting IBC standby power requirement from the VCC (since IFC and
1221 will be referenced)? All in favor. Everyone in the group voted yes. Jeff will include that change in the
draft proposal as well.
Andrew: Likes having consensus. He asked for a vote to see where everyone stands on the question of
responsibility.
Jeff: Any discussion on who is responsible?
Steve: He's willing to have more discussion and bring back to AOBA for their opinion. Retail Federation and
Restaurant, Lodging and Travel may also have concerns.
Jeff: DHCD can help by contacting members that are not present today to ensure that we have input on the
outstanding topics, so Andrew can finalize his proposal for submission in cdpVA. We can also determine
who supports the proposal and assist in adding them as co-proponents.
Andrew: What is the timeline? Feb 1°*?
Jeff: Feb 1% is the cutoff to get proposals in for the first set of Workgroup meetings. For the second set
of workgroup meetings in April, the cutoff is March 12,
Andrew: Will work on it, It may be good to see the first proposal before he completes his to sync up.
Jeff: That sounds good. Getting everything in by Feb 1% sounds tight. If the proposal is in by March
12t there are still 2 more rounds of meetings in April and June.
Andrew: How about the 6 existing exceptions in the VCC? It would be good to look at them, since they are specific
to VA.
Steve: Will go to AOBA to discuss. Exception 6 was just added in the 2018 VCC, but is proposed to be stricken in
Andrew’s proposal.
Jeff: Anyone else?
Troy: The VCC states something about anyone using communication systems. Some people he speaks with
think that systems are only used by fire departments. Others are using them besides the fire department,
the systems are used by all first responders.
Jeff: There could be commentary language in the IFC, but the VCCis clear that it’s for all emergency
responders. A proposal from the group could make it very clear that it’s not just for fire officials.
NOTE: Troy contacted DHCD staff after the meeting and provided the following definition from the 2018
VCC that clarifies that IBEC systems are intended to benefit all first responders:
“EMERGENCY PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL. Emergency public safety personnel includes firefighters,
emergency medical personnel, law-enforcement officers, and other emergency public safety personnel
routinely called upon to provide emergency assistance to members of the public in a wide variety of
emergency situations, including fires, medical emergencies, violent crimes, and terrorist attacks.”

Assignments and Next Steps
Jeff: DHCD will draft a proposal, anyone in the group is welcome to assist. He will not schedule next meeting yet,
until more information is gathered. If there’s another meeting needed, DHCD will send a Doodle poll for the date.
Jeff: anything else?
Dana: FirstNet doesn’t replace a system, it augments it.
Jeff: Does anyone have documentation related to handheld and RF working in conjunction with Cell and
LTE? Any documentation on emerging new technologies to summarize and support what technologies are
used now, when new technology might be coming, and what upgrades might be required?
Dana: It cost a fortune to upgrade to P25, and this was recently done not just throughout VA, but all over
the country. She doesn’t think there will be a massive change from that soon since everyone just invested
in new P25 systems. They are tried and true.



Jeff: We can summarize this discussion in our report, but so far we really only have statements and no
data on this topic. Are there any whitepapers or anything else published about this to support that
there is no change expected in the near future?
Dana: Even if newer technology is wanted, there’s still infrastructure, providers, maintenance, fees,
etc. involved driving the cost up. She doesn’t think that will be easy to pass.
Jeff: He knows the question will come up, so the group will include in their summary. He thanked
everyone for their time and closed the meeting.

Additional Information needed:

o Jeff asked Andrew to send over documentation to support that 47 of the 50 states required new buildings
to have in-building communication systems, with Indiana and Minnesota allowing localities to decide.

e  DHCD staff will ask proponents of the ERCES standard proposal:
o What does the bullet about minimizing noise mean, and how would it be implemented?
o Also, they make a statement and reference 1225. Are they trying to say that this is something new

that 1225 brings, or are they saying that by not referencing the IFC or any NFPA standards, they
are missing out on that piece?

e Regarding Andrew’s proposal:
o Steve will bring back to AOBA for their opinion regarding responsibility and striking exception 6.
Retail Federation and Restaurant, Lodging and Travel may also have concerns.
o DHCD will help gather input form members, especially those not in attendance today, to assist

Andrew in finalizing his proposal and can also assist with adding co-proponents in cdpVA before
March 12.
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In-Building Emergency Communications Study Group
Meeting Summary: February 24, 2022 9:00 a.m. to 10:26 a.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)

Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Division of Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Study Group Members:

Jamie Wilks: Madison County Building Official; VA Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA) committee
member; prior Building Official in Matthews County; Retired from Norfolk fire department

Robert (Jonah) Margarella: Architect at Baskervill (Studio Director); 24+ years in architecture; member of State
Building Code Technical Review Board (SBCTRB)

Steve Shapiro: Retired Building Official, City of Hampton-34 years; LLC Shapiro Associates; Apartment & Office
Building Association (AOBA); prior President of International Code Council (ICC)

Dana Buchwald: Senior Account Manager (in-building signal for emergency responders) at Backhaul Engineering
Debbie Messmer: Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM)

Andrew Milliken: VA Fire Chiefs Association (VFCA), VA Fire Services Board (VFSB) Chairman of Fire Codes and
Standards Committee, (also submitted a proposal on this issue)

Tammy Breski: Broadband Project Manager, VA DHCD Division of Community Development; prior Verizon
Construction Manager

Other Interested Parties:

Ron Clements: VFSB Chairman of Fire Codes and Standards Committee
Sean Farrell: Prince William County

Study Group Members not in attendance:

Troy Knapp: Electric Plan Reviewer with VA Department of General Services (DGS), Division of Engineering and
Buildings (DEB), 20+ years Electrical Engineer

Joseph (Tread) Willis: International Association of Electrical Inspectors-VA (IAEI)

Dwayne Tuggle: Amherst, VA Mayor; VA State Police-retired

Jim Crozier: Virginia Association of Counties (VACO)

Patrick Green: Virginia State Police (VSP)

Jodi Roth: Virginia Retail Federation

Robert Melvin: Restaurant, Lodging & Travel Association (VRLTA), Director of Government Affairs

Joshua (Jay) Davis: Virginia Department of Fire Programs (VDFP)

Gerry Maiataco: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)
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DISCUSSION:

Welcome

Jeff Brown: Welcomed everyone to the meeting, reminded the group that the meeting will be recorded. Asked
members to stay muted when not speaking, and identify themselves when they do speak. There will be a 5
minute break each hour, and an hour for lunch from 12-1pm, if the meeting runs that long. The meeting is open to
the public, but the discussion is limited to the Study Group members. Group members are listed in a pod at the
bottom of the Adobe meeting room.

Andrew Milliken Proposal
Jeff: This proposal basically changes responsibility of installation of the in-building emergency system to the
building owner. It also references IFC sections 510.4 and 510.5 for the design and installation of the systems.
Andrew did get input from some study group members since the last meeting. He would like to complete the draft
after today’s discussion. If there are any co-proponents to the proposal, they will be added when it’s ready to be
submitted.
Andrew Milliken: He did get some group feedback and not many changes have been made. He wants to bring
system responsibility to building owners, as it is in most parts of the country. There is a sentence added to the
end of section 918.1.1, saying that the requirement is no greater than what is already being provided by the
jurisdiction. This language from the model code would not be incorporated in 510.4 and 510.5, and would be the
basis for the requirements. He’s interested in hearing any additional comments or suggestions from the group.
Steve Shapiro: He and Robert Melvin, and those they represent all agree that they do not want the
responsibility to be on the business owner.
Jeff: Will send an email after today’s discussion to get a vote from all Study Group members to see who
supports or does not support the proposal. Co-proponents will be added to the proposal, and all the notes will
be included in the final report.
Jamie Wilks: He supports this proposal, and he doesn’t think the responsibility should be on the individual
localities. The systems are very important for the first responders and for the safety of all.
Steve: Asked for confirmation that the people who do not support the proposal will be noted somewhere,
and that the Board will know that there is not full consensus for the proposal.
Jeff: Yes, there will be a summary report prepared by DHCD to the Board indicating the reasons for non-
consensus, including names of proponents and non-proponents.
Dana Buchwald: Would like to know what reasons the non-supporters have.
Steve: The cost for the building owner, including equipment installation and upgrades.
Dana: She thinks that the building owner should pay. She thinks that the cost of the system is minimal
relative to the entire cost of the building.
Jamie: In all due respect to Steve and his constituents, he thinks building owners should pay for the
systems as a matter of public safety, and it should not be the responsibility of the localities.
Jeff: DHCD will work with Andrew to finalize the proposal and will send a poll to the group.
Proponent’s names will be included on the proposal when it goes forward.
Andrew: He thanked everyone for their participation.

Staff Proposal

Jeff: Based on feedback from the group, the current code requirements do not provide much guidance on the
technical requirements of the system. This proposal is intended to provide that guidance, and not to address the
question of responsibility. Section 918.1.1 was rearranged and broken down into two sections: installation and
responsibility. The installation section references installation in accordance with IFC sections 510.4 and 510.5.
Section 918.2 says that the locality shall do the acceptance testing, however IFC 510.5.4 says that the building
owner shall do the testing. He asked the group to discuss. Paul provided a link in the chat box to IFC section
510.5.4. There is a certain order of precedence in VCC Chapter 1 in that most administrative things in the
reference codes and standards are superseded by the VCC, except for some testing and inspection requirements.



Part of this amendment references the IFC. There may be an opportunity to provide an exception stating that the
locality is responsible for the acceptance testing.
Andrew: Asked Jeff to clarify the ‘except for...” language suggested for the acceptance testing. He thought the
guidance from 510.4 and 510.5 was being followed, but it seems like 918 would override that.
Jeff: He would leave 918.2 as it is, but put an exception after 918.1.1 that exception testing should be the
responsibility of the locality.
Andrew: Acceptance testing should be done by the designer, who provided the system and who needs to be
properly trained. Localities may not be certified.
Steve: Sees the potential conflict, but in 918.2 now, the localities are responsible for the acceptance testing.
He thinks that the solution Jeff offered in the language would work.
Andrew: Is thinking of a situation where the locality doesn’t provide equipment and doesn’t have the
technical expertise to do the acceptance testing. Sections 510.4 and 510.5 outline the steps for the process,
but in this case, it would not apply and the locality would have to come up with their own process.
Jeff: Without a change, the locality would be doing it anyway.
Dana: Agrees with Andrew. She doesn’t think that localities would be prepared to do the testing, since
there’s certain expertise required for each system.
Jeff: Says that the localities are doing it now. He asked the group how localities are doing it now,
according to 918.2.
Andrew: Section 918.1.1.1 looks like it has a lot of existing language. Is there a way to outline in the
proposal where it comes from, because right now it looks like a brand new section? He doesn’t want to
confer that the group is endorsing responsibility on the building owner, instead of simply revising the
section and changing the order of the language.
Jeff: DHCD can put it back into one paragraph, if it makes it cleaner and easier for some group members
to support.
Andrew: Thinks it should be left as it was.
Jeff: Does anyone object to the formatting? Leaving 918.1.1 as it was in the 2018 Code? Since there’s
no objection, it will be left. He still would like to hear from the group about sections 510.4 and 510.5.
Steve: Asked Jeff if he wanted to explain the deletion of the IBC section at the bottom of the page.
Jeff: IBC 2702.2.3 has some requirements for emergency or stand-by power. IFC and NFPA both
already have those requirements, so it was stricken, since it is redundant. In section 918.1.1, when
localities provide the equipment, they will do the acceptance testing, and building owners will
provide space and access for that testing. Once completed, it will be sent out with a poll and if
everyone supports it, we’ll put it forward as a proposal from the Study Group. If it isn’t fully
supported, that will be noted.
Andrew: Adopting those particular sections would work without an additional exception.
Steve: In Andrew’s proposal, exception # 6 was stricken, but it’s still in this proposal. Does Andrew still support
this proposal?
Andrew: Responsibility per sections 510.4 and 510.5 are a broader discussion. In this case, he supports for the
purpose of consensus. Changing the first sentence to reference the IFC is fine.
Jaimie: We have two proposals, are we discussing moving both proposals forward?
Jeff: Some will support both, but we will explain the intent of both. This proposal focuses on one change in
bringing in section 510.4 and 510.5. Most will support it. Andrew’s proposal changes the responsibility to the
building owner.
Jaimie: Thinks there may be some confusion moving forward with both proposals.
Jeff: If some are not comfortable supporting Andrew’s proposal, the other one could still go through with
consensus. Both proposals plus a Study Group report and meeting summaries will be provided to the
Workgroups.
Jeff: There were questions about the FCC licenses. The IFC seems to reference two different licenses. One that
allows the locality to operate on a certain frequency. The other says that there is also a general radio license
required. Is this standard or is it something new?



Dana: This is standard everywhere. There needs to be someone on site with a GROL general radio operator’s
license.
Jeff: How does incorporation of NFPA 1221 correlate with the IFC? He doesn’t think there’s a conflict and the IFC
should take precedence. He asked the group if there is any other discussion about this.
Dana: No significant differences that she noticed.

Costs
Jeff: There was some discussion about costs in general, but there were no specifics. Steve did gather some more
specific information for the group to review.
Steve: He reached out to an associate at Siemens, who collected costs based on real life data. This is the current
cost for the building owner, not including anything for the locality. Based on the type of project, the costs were
anywhere from $0.10 to $0.38 per square foot for the system. (Attachment provided: “IBEC Costs — Steve
Shapiro)
Jeff: DHCD will include the information in the final report.

Steve: The costs were not much different in 2003 or 2004, when the General Assembly addressed the issue.
Tammy Breski: Asked if anyone has given thought to wireless, or is that an add-on. In one case, retrofit of
wireless on top of a DAS system added a significant cost when both antennas were put together.

Jeff: Building owners are adding wireless more and more. The group focus has been on IBEC, but wireless
may come into play.
Dana: Cellular and public safety DAS are frequently done together, but they do need to be a certain distance
apart from each other.

Responsibility
Jeff: DHCD noticed that the responsibility for the installation is addressed by the code, but not necessarily the
design of the system. Typically the building owner has been responsible for the design and putting the cabling in.
However, the VCC is not clear on the other aspects of the system, such as who designs the system and gets it up
to a point where the locality installs their additional equipment. He asked the group to discuss what they have
seen in the field.
Steve: Doesn’t think AOBA has any issue with this being the building owner’s responsibility, but he is not sure
how this has been handled in the various localities.
Jeff: It does seem like the building owners are responsible for system design. If localities are providing
equipment and perform the acceptance testing, do they also have input on the design of the system?
Dana: The owners usually use software called ibWave to assist with the system design. The owners would
provide a ROM (Rough Order of Magnitude) prior to the build. The manufacturer, or independent contractor
would provide the design.
Jeff: Is it up to the building owner to pick a vendor? Who handles that? Would the locality have a say?
Dana: There can’t be too many chiefs. Especially in new construction. The ultimate desire would be for the
architect to include the system design in their specs. The industry is heading in that direction, but is not there
yet.
Jeff: If Andrew’s proposal goes through, it would change the responsibility. If the other proposal goes
through, it would not change responsibility.

{BREAK — 10:03 — 10:08}

Radiating Cable
Jeff: This was mentioned by the group during previous meetings, but there was not much discussion. Section 918
says that the building owner shall install radiating cable, which is now outdated. He asked if the group thinks that
this should be addressed, since it seems to indicate that radiating cable is the only option.
Dana: She thinks that type of cable is usually used for long tunnels, but not necessary for buildings.
Steve: Thinks that using radiating cable may defeat the purpose because it doesn’t work inside of a conduit.
Jamie: Thinks that the language should be corrected if it is outdated, and that it should be more inclusive or
open ended so that it doesn’t have to continue to be changed with new technology.



Jeff: Asked if anyone could suggest better language for this section.
Steve: Will ask the Siemens engineer that provided the cost estimates and send Jeff an email response.
Jeff: Asked if anyone is familiar with Backbone cable mentioned in NFPA 1225.
Tammy: Not necessarily answering the question about backbone cable. However, most cabling on DAS
systems are a plenum-rated cable, and some are using a Cat 5 cable. Perhaps generic language should be
used, not identifying the type of cable.
Jeff: He asked Tammy to clarify if she was saying that since there are different types of cabling that could
be utilized, did she mean to say that generic language should be used in the proposal, such as “the owner
should provide cabling”?
Tammy: Yes.
Dana: Usually %2” plenum cable is used. There has been pushback about how much conduit is needed
and if it needs backbone or horizontal runs. The language in the proposal could encompass everything
under just the word “cabling”.
Jeff: It sounds like it should just say “the building owner shall install cabling”. He asked for thumbs up
or down poll now, and he will follow up with a poll to the entire group. Three thumbs up and none
down. Should this be included in the DHCD-drafted proposal? Or should there be a stand-alone
proposal for this language?
Steve: The safest thing would be to make this a separate change.
Jeff: That sounds good. DHCD will send a poll, and if the full group supports, it will be a separate SG
proposal to change the language to read “cabling”. If the full group is not in support, it will be a
proposal with proponents named.

Next Steps
Jeff: DHCD will get proposals drafted and put out on cdpVA, noting who supports them. DHCD will get the SG
report drafted and out to the group, then to the public before the report and proposals go to the Workgroup.
Steve: What are the dates for the Workgroup?
Jeff: There’s a 30 day cutoff for proposals before Workgroup meets, so any from this group will need to be
submitted by March 12 for the April meetings. Otherwise, they will be done before May 1, for consideration in
the June Workgroup meetings.
Jaimie: Thanked the SG members. He considers both proposals to be an improvement over what is there now.
Jeff: Yes. Thanks to all.
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IN-BUILDING EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS

Study Group Members

Jamie Wilks — Virginia Building and Code Officials Association

Jonah Margarella — American Institute of Architects, VA Chapter

Gerry Maiataco — Virginia Fire Prevention Association

Tread Willis — International Association of Electrical Inspectors, Virginia Chapter

Andrew Milliken — Virginia Fire Chiefs Association

Jay Davis — Virginia Department of Fire Programs

Jim Crozier — Virginia Association of Counties

Dwayne Tuggle — Virginia Municipal League

Steve Shapiro — Virginia Apartment & Office Building Association / Virginia Apartment Management
Association

Dana Buchwald — Backhaul Engineering

Debbie Messmer — Virginia Department of Emergency Management

Patrick Green — Virginia State Police

Troy Knapp — Virginia Department of General Services

Tammy Breski — DHCD Broadband Office

Robert Melvin — Virginia Restaurant, Lodging & Travel Association

Jodi Roth — Virginia Retail Federation



http://www.vbcoa.org/
https://www.aiava.org/
http://www.vfpa.org/
https://www.iaei.org/members/group.aspx?id=227579
https://vfca.us/
https://www.vafire.com/
https://www.vaco.org/
https://www.vml.org/
https://www.aoba-metro.org/
https://www.vamaonline.org/
https://www.vamaonline.org/
https://www.backhauleng.com/
https://www.vaemergency.gov/
https://vsp.virginia.gov/
https://www.virginia.gov/agencies/department-of-general-services/
https://www.dhcd.virginia.gov/broadband
https://www.vrlta.org/
https://virginiaretailfederation.com/
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http://www.google.com/url?url=http://www.campusfiresafety.org/sponsor-icc&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=nC7yU9jHM9GPyASssYKIDA&ved=0CBYQ9QEwAA&usg=AFQjCNHMLVt5pHiIrA3xQ2XKPSOc8gOQLQ









https://codes.iccsafe.org/lookup/VCC2018P1_Ch05_Sec507/1940



https://codes.iccsafe.org/lookup/VCC2018P1_Ch01_Sec113.3/1940












https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/













































































































































































































































https://www.nist.gov/topics/disaster-failure-studies/national-construction-safety-team-ncst/advisory-committee
https://www.nist.gov/topics/disaster-failure-studies/national-construction-safety-team-ncst/advisory-committee
https://www.nist.gov/topics/disaster-failure-studies/world-trade-center-disaster-study
https://www.nist.gov/topics/disaster-failure-studies/world-trade-center-disaster-study
https://www.nist.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2017/05/09/WTCRecommendationsStatusTable.pdf
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